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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
U.5. ARMY ENGINEER DISTRICT, SACRAMENTO
CORPS OF ENGINEERS
1325 J STREET
SACRAMENTO CA 95814-2922

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

January 21, 2008

Regulatory Branch (SPK-2004-50362)

Carlos Machado

Federal Highway Administration, Utah Division
2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9A

Salt Lake City, Utah 84118

Re: Comments on the 1-15 Corridor Draft EIS and Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation

Dear Mr. Machado:

We are responding to your November 20, 2007 request for comments on the [-15 Corridor Draft
Environmental Impact Statement and Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation. This project is located on the
Interstate 15 corridor between the 12300 South Interchange in Salt Lake County and the South
Payson Exit in Utah County, Utah.

We have reviewed the environmental document and have organized our comments in the
attached matrix. Qur comment matrix includes the Corps’ comment number and comment, and
the corresponding section, page(s), and line(s) in the DEIS.

Thank you for this opportunity to submit comments. If you have any questions or concerns
regarding our comments, please contact me at the Utah Regulatory Office, 533 West 2600 South,
Suite 150, Bountiful, Utah 84010, by telephone at 801.295.8380 extension 17, or by email at
james.m.memitlanfusace.army.mil.

Sincerely,
S/
James McMillan

Senior Regulatory Project Manager
Utah Regulatory Office
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Copies furnished:
Merrell Jolley, Utah Department of Transportation, Region Three Headquarters, 658 North 1500
West, Orem, Utah 84057

Robin Coursen, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 8, 1595 Wynkoop Street,
Denver, Colorado 80202-1129

Betsy Herrmann, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Utah Field Office, 2369 West Orton Circle,
Suite 50, West Valley City, Utah 84119
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USACE Comment Matrix for the 1-15 Corridor DEIS and Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation

Cmt.

No. Comment Sec. Page(s) Line(s)
L~ "~ -~~~ eeee——

COE-1

COE-2

COE-3

COE-4

COE-b

COE-6

COE-7

D-249

The Corps concurs with the primary project purpose stated in the
document, and will utilize this project purpose statement to evaluate the
project under our Section 404 regulaiory authority.

The five secondary purposes or cbjectives identified in the document
appear to be redundant, and, in some instances they are integral parts
of the primary project purpose. Therefore, to simplify our environmental
analysis, the Corps will only utilize the primary project purpose:
statement contained in the DEIS to evaluate Section 404 regufatory
ISSUES.

The Corps concurs with (and appreciates) the alternatives screening
process, since it eliminates all afternatives and options that do not meet
the primary project purpeose (though they may meet one of FHWA's
secondary project purposes or objectives).

In the Provo/Orem area, there would not be a substantial increase in
level of service (LOS) between the options with frontage roads and the
non-frontage road options. In general, it appears that the highway
segments with frontage roads (Options A and B) would only improve by
one LOS versus the Option C and Option D configurations (without
frontage roads). interchanges between the frontage road options and
non-frontage road options would display minimal improvements in LOS,
with one exception. The Sandhill Road/University Parkway intersection
would range from LOS D under Option A to L.OS F under Option D.
Additionally, based on the projected LOS for highway segments, it
appears that the proposed 800 South interchange in Orem would
actually decrease LOS through the segment (e.g., in Option A).

Per the last comment, in order to better understand the LOS in the
Orem area and the effects of the 800 South interchange, the Corps
recommends that the EIS team simulate LOS of the segments between
University Parkway and the proposed 800 South interchange, and
between 800 South and Orem Center Street,

In comparing the LOS for American Fork Main Street — Option A with
the other options, it appears that one L.OS would be gained at the
intersection of 600 West and American Fork Main Street for Options B
and C.

The Corps is concerned about secondary wetland impacts that would
result from induced growth and changes in land use around the
proposed new interchanges. We are especially concermed with induced
growth around the American Fork Main Street interchange. This
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USACE Comment Matrix for the I-15 Corridor DEIS and Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation

Cmi.
No.

COE-8

COE-g

COE-10

COE-1i1

COE-12

COE-13

COE-14

D-250

Comment

interchange would eventually tie into the proposed East-West
Connector roadway running along 10" South in Lehi. We are very
concerned about the development that would occur as a result of these
roadway improvements, especially in areas currently under agricultural
land use. Many of these areas contain farmed wetlands that may fall
under the Corps’ jurisdiction.

As the team is aware, the Corps must consider other public interest
review factors besides those issues pertaining to the Clean Water Act.
We are concerned that the 800 South interchange would result in up to
94 housing unit relocations (per Table S-2 in the DEIS). In our permit
decision, the Corps must be able to justify these potential relocations by
tying them back fo the project purpose. However, hased on the
projected LOS at 800 South interchange and surrounding interchanges
(i.e., the University Parkway and Orem Center Street interchanges) the
800 South interchange would not provide an appreciable increase in
L.OS.

In the affected environment, could the EIS team please explain how
stormwater runoff is managed on bridges? Of particular interest are
hydrocarbon runoff and de-icing runoff from the project area bridges.

Adjacent is defined as neighboring, bordering, or contiguous, per 33
CFR 328.3(c). Neighboring, bordering, or contiguous wetlands are ali
included in the concept of “adjacent” wetlands per the Corps’ reguiation.

Interchange locations need to be displayed on the wetlands figures so
locations of waters of the U.S. are more readily identifiable.

The vast majority of wetland impacts in the common areas of Alternative
4 would oceur in Category 3 wettands (i.e., those wetlands that provide
wetland functions, but that occur in highly disturbed areas).

Approximately 9 acres of additional wetland impacts would result in the
construction of Provo/Orem Option A or Optien C. Impacts throughout
the Provo/Orem area woutd primarily occur in Category 3 wetlands.

The American Fork Main Street Inferchange area contains a higher
percentage of Category 2 wetlands relative to the rest of the study area.
Category 2 wetlands can provide habitat for sensitive plants or animals,
function at high levels for fish and wildlife habitat, andfor exhibit high
ratings for functions assessed using UDOT's Wetland Functional
Assessment Method (2006). The American Fork Main Strest
interchange — Option A would have the least impact to waters of the
U.s.
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USACE Comment Matrix for the 1-15 Corridor DEIS and Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation
Cmt.

No. Comment Sec. Page(s) Line(s)
m

COE-15  The Corps has examined waters of the U.S. within the EIS study area Gen, - -
through our field review and subsequent verification of the delineation.
We have also thoroughly examined potential impacts to waters of the
U.S., comparing impacts under the No Build Alternative (Alt 1) and the
Build Alternative (Alt 4) and its various options. We have examined
these wetland impacts as they relate to the primary project purpose and
other social and environmental factors (mentioned in comments above).

There are several metrics that have been used throughout this EIS to
quantify the improvements to Interstate 15, including Traffic Voiumes,
Level of Service, Crash Analysis, etc. In the Corps’ view, these metrics
successfully demonstrate the need to construct the Build Alternative.
After accounting for the Utah Transit Authority's FrontRunner commuter
rail project, and the positive effects it will have in reducing 2030 peak-
hour congestion through the project area, we realize that 115
improvements are still necessary throughout Utah County and south
Salt Lake County. We believe that expanding the existing 1-15 corridor
is the least environmentally damaging alternative (as opposed to
designating a new corridor somewhere else through Utah Valley).

COE-16  The environmental document adequately supports the need for wetland ~ Gen. - -
impacts in the Alternative 4 common areas.

COE-17  After accounting for impacts to waters of the U.S., housing and Gen. - -
business relocations, and other public interest review factors in the
Provo/Qrem area, the Corps finds that the Provo/Orem Option D would
be the least environmentally damaging, practicabie alternative for the
area.

Per our comments under COE-4, Options A and B would not perform
much better than Options C and D. The frontage roads proposed under
Options A and B would increase wetland impacts throughout the study
area by over § acres. Though the bulk of these are disturbed, Category
3 wetlands, they provide important functions and could be avoided (as
configured in either Option C or D).

The interchange proposed at 800 South (Orem) would result in 77
additional housing relocations under Option C; Option D would have no
housing relocations, making it the better option of the two.

COE-18  After accounting for impacts to waters of the U.S., housing and Gen. - -
business relocations, and other public interest review factors at the
American Fork Main Street Interchange area, the Corps finds that
Option A would be the least environmentally damaging, practicable
alternative for the area.
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USACE Comment Matrix for the 1-15 Corridor DEIS and Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation
Cmt.
No. Comment Sec. Page(s Line(s

[——————————————————————————————————————————— e
Over half of the Category 2 wetlands in the I-15 study area cceur in or
around this interchange, and wetland impacts for Option A would be
approximately 2.4 acres less than wetland impacts under Options B or
C. Per our comments under COE-8, Options B and C would not perform
much better than Option A.

Additionally, Option A would have the fewest housing/business
relocations and would not impact any Utah County Agricultural
Protection Areas.

COE-19  Under Alternative 4, selecting Option D in the Provo/Orem area and Summ. - -
Option A at the American Fork Main Street Interchange would result in
42.93 acres of direct impacts to waters of the U.S. The Corps finds that
these two options would constitute the least environmentally damaging,
practicable alternative, after consideration of impacts to the aquatic
environment and other public interest review factors.
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Walter C. Wajdelich, Division Administrator
Federal Highway Administration

2520 West 4700 South
Suile 9A
Salt Lake City, UT 84118

John Njord, Execulive Director

Utalr Pepartment of; T‘ransporzation ' o ‘ ' -
4105 South 2700 West '

Salt Lake City, UT Eé 119

Re; Comunents on [-15 Corridor Utah

' County to Salt Lake County, Draft
Envirenmental Impact Statement (DEIS):
CEQ¥: 20070498

Dear Messis: Waidelich and Njord:

in accorclanc with our msponslbﬂmes nnder the Nmouai Ii‘nwronmn.ntal Policy Act
(NEPA) 42 11.8.C. baJ‘mon 4231 et, seq., and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C.
Section 7609, the US| Environmental Protection Agency Region 8 (EPA) bas reviewed the [15
Corridor Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). The proposed action includes
improvements to approximately 43 miles of Interstate 15 in Utah and Salt Lake Counties. The
project’s southermn te! rEimzs is the South Payson-I-15 interchange; Bxit 248, in the City of Payson:
its northern. terminua is the 12300 South I-15 interchange, Hxit 291, in the City of Draper. The
purpose of this proj 01 is to address the anticipated north-sonth mobility needs within the I-15
corxidor through thei pat 2030. The action alternative includes the widening of -15, total
reconstruction of § ml:frchmgcs modification and ixnprovements to seven interchanges,
construction of two pdtential new interchanges (Orem 800 South and North Lehi), and four
different options in 5 & Provo and Oremn section of the I-15 corridor that include a potential four-
mile frontage road system.

EP A appreciates the opportunity to review this project, We also acknowledge the
complexities in designing a highway such as this one in a manmer that meets the purpose and
need, constders and mitigates envirpamental impacts und atterapts to meet the nesds of the local
cormumunities (whic | ave often contlicting). ~
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Pursuant to BPA policy and guidance, EPA. rates the environmental impact of an action
and the adequacy of {he NEPA znalysis. BEPA hss rated the action altma.l‘?ive and options as
“EC-1” (Environmental Concems-Adequate). This “BC” vating means that impacts have been
identified that should be avoided in order to fully protect the environment! The “1” fating means
thet o further analysis or data collection is necessacy, but clavifying ]ang&a.ge or information
may be necessary. A explanation of the rating criteris is enclosed.

EPA has also evaluated the project “Options” to identify the I.east Puvironmentally
Damaging Preferred Altemative (LEDPA) nnder Section 404 (b) (1) of the Clean Warer Act.
Our analysis of the wetland impacts from Altemaltive 4 (Options 4, B, C, and D) conclude that
Options C and 1 arefclearly the LEDPA, resulting in approximately 30% less direct wetland
impacts. These wetlind impacts are primarily due to the frontage roads that are proposed for
these options. In addition to highet wetland impacts, Options A and B will also have serious’
indirect impacts ta land through the Provo and Orem area. As discussed in the DEIS, these
frontage road desigm% will likely impact commercial businesses, thereby cansing economic
impacts. Implementation of Option B will also likely result o pressure tojyedevelop existing
agricultural and low density residential lands west of the interchange to cqmamercial uses. We
do notf have an envirdnmental preference for Option C oy 1) and defer to highway design needs
and commonity pre'l:‘ﬁlrence for either of these two Options. However, we tvould like to
coordinate with Utahl Department of Transportation (UDQT) regaxding ﬂul: differences in
resburce ypacts bct@wecﬁn Option C and D as the final preferred alternativh is identified for the
final EIS. -

We have attached a list of concerns by resource arca where clarifying language or
information is suggested, We have appreciated the opportunity to participate in this project. If
you have any guestions or wotld like to discuss our cormments, please cogtact me at (303) 312-
6004 or Robin Coursen of my stall at (303)312-6695. |

e
Larry Svgboda

Directar, NEPA Program

Office of Ecosystems Protection and Remedljation

Sincerely,

T

0

Encloswre _
-Ce: Greg Punske,{[FHWA (email) and signed copy
Ed Woolford, FIIWA. (email) )
Carlos Machado, FTHWA
Merrell Jolley, UDOT . )
Betsy Herrmann, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (email)
James Mec Millan, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (email)
Jason Gipson| U1.S. Army Corps of Engineer (email)

2 .

@Pﬂ'ﬁf&d on Racyeisd Paper

|
|
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EPA COMMENTS ON I-15 Corridor
DEIS

Alr Quality: ‘
« Section 3.8.111) Poilutants of Concern / Criteria Adr Pollutants: This section adequately
explains most of the criteria pollutants related to vehicular emissions. However, there is
no lsting of sulfur oxides. We recommend that an additional bullet itern be inserted with
an explanation|of SOx cmissions. ’

» Section 3.8.113 Air Quality Attainment Statag- Particulate Matter Less Than 2.5 Micvons
in Diameter (PM 25): “By December 2007, the State of Utah will make recommendations
for arcas to be designated attainment (meeting the standard) and non-attainment
(exceeding the|standard).” EPA recommends that this language be updated to address the
recent publication of the Utah Area Desighation Recommendation for the 2006 PM ;5
NAAQS. Thid document was released.on Dec. 18, 2007 and it recommends (pg.39) rhaf
the majority bfi Salt Lake County and the majority of Utah County be listed as two distinet
non-attainment areas for PM 2.5

Even thoughithe [-15 Comdm.‘ has not yet been officially designated as a PM g5 non-
altainment ared, the DEIS does do an adequate job of explaining BPA. and FITWA
guidance for qualitative PM 5 s hot-gpot anatysis when transportation confonmity does
apply for PM 4ls. However, Table 3.8.2 does indicate that there will be 1 6% increase in
PM 5 ¢ for the sction alternative versus the no action alterative apd no mitigation has
been discuss?d regarding this impact. Mitigation measuxes for PMp 5 caused by traflic
volunie increases should be discussed.

«  Section 3.8.2.)! Climate — Consider inserting a figure of a windrose for the local area so
that nearby residents can visualize the frequency that they are downwind from the 15
Caorridor. ~ : '

« Section 3.8.4.1| - Nationwide MSAT Emission Reduction Trends:. Please provide a
reference foriFigure 3.8+1 which shows FITWA's forecasted trends in nationwide tailpipe
emissiond. Additionally, consider inuluding the Tablc 3.2-2 Schools and Libraries in this
section. This Information would be useful in identifying sensitive populations near the
highway. Fuldre documents should inchude other sensitive receplors such. ag day care
centers, hogpitais and nursmcr liomes o this list.

» EPA has signi Ecant concems about the MSAT langusge used in the DEIS. Other
comments fom Region 8 have also reflected this position, We will schedule a meeting
within the next month to facilitate firther discussions regarding the P As position on
MSATs, .

i
Water Qu‘tllty ‘
= A project c:mnbi firther impair a Clean Water Aot (CWA} 303 (d) listed water body.

3
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Utah Lake m‘%&l portions of the Jordan, River svithin the project area are 303 (d) listed
waters. Wherp storm water discharges Fom the project enter info Utah Lake and portions
of the J ordaerjvc:r impaired for Total Dissolved Solids (TDS), it will be necessary to
inchude additional storm water reaiment meagsures, Without treatinent, cuno ££ from the
expanded un_gl;ervimm surfaces (especially from winter storm cvents where dejcey has
been apphed)’l will contribute further to the existing water quality mpairments. It is
noted o Sectjon 3.12.4.2 (Sutface Water Quality), that additional TEASUTes aLG NECEsSUTY
in these arcas as detention will not remove disgolved solids. Removal of dissolved sohds
does not occ\Jr with raost stormwater freatment systems and enhanced systems employing -
particle destal{vil.ization (ilpcc:ulation), multi-chamber keatment trains, or biological
uptake may b necessary to remove digsolved solids. -Since these ?l'aC'ti(;es hsve not been

descxibed, the final BIS will need torbe updated with information :Ln the type of

stormwater trpatment systens which will be effective i removing|dissotved solids from
discharges to [Utah Lake and the Jordao, River. In addition, the final BIS should digclose
the stoxmwater treatraeat system which will ultimately he installed.

o Dlease disclode the impact of ongoing (versus shorl texrn. construc on) rupoff from the
Ighway into wetland areas. ‘Those indirect effects should be consi cred in long term
project mitigation. '

Indirect Effects/Quality of Life/Sart Grawth »L

»  The analysis of i_ridirect efiecfs should not rely solcly on compliance 1 existing
comprehensive land use plans. While comprehensive land use plans aye ap nportant
component of (he: analysis of sndivect effects, sompliance with these plane could still resultn
adverse environmental effects. RPA believes that without these road improvements frowih

_and Jand use would develop diCerently in location, density and type of development. The

FEIS should identify existing conditions and general trends and force shaping growth and
development in the area; identify land with development poténtial and| most likely locatrons
of prowth; identify sensitive ehvironmental resources that may be impacted by such growti,
directly and indirectly.

«  The FEIS showld Wiseuss types of mitigation techniques for environmeatal impacts from -
induced growth that could be implemented by UDOT, the Municipal Planuing Organizations
or local governments., These conld include: : '

~access controls (location of interchanges) -
local land use plans fhat affect ox regulate new devecloptment

~zoninlg conitols ' r

~transfier of developmoent rights | :
-gmw%h manageroent regulation (public facilities ordipances, development
moratoria, urban growil boundaries, extraterriforial zoning/annexation
~rcso1.$ce management and preservation regnlations

-land 2¢quisition and conservation easermnents

¥
“incentives for Brownfelds/infill development |
| i
4
|
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»  Also, given the additional vehicle miles tzaveled in the action alternative and potential growth
umpacts, it would be useful to ivclude a short discussion on realistic types of travel reduction
measures that could be implemented tn Salt Lake and Utah County and a calenlation of
percent reductioh fn vehicle miles that would be possible.

Greenhouse Gases and Pollution Prevention
« A discussion! of greenhouse gases should be included. Recent court cases suggest that
EISs, even if they reduce coiissions, should address this issue. Where possible, please
“disclose any phergy reduction efforts/technologics or other emission veduction strategics
that have bec:n‘l or could be considered for this project.

+ The Office oif lie Federad Environmental Executive released a new Executive Order on
Taguary 24,2007 entitled, “Strengthening Federal Environmental, Foergy, and
Transportation Management “(EO 13423}, which requires, among other things, that all
federal agenciit: :

o

¥ Reduces energy miensity 30% by 2015

* Reduee Green House Gas Emissions through energy savings by 3% annually or
33% by 2105 '

* Build Perlomaance: Construct or renovate buildings in accordance with
sustainability strategies, including resource conservation, reduction, and use; citing;
~ and indoer environmental quality,
hitp/fofes.govieo/ec] 3423 mein.asp
Theé decument shonldiaddress these requirements as appropriate.
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United Srates Department of the Interior

QFFICE OF TIHE SECRETARY
Washington, DC 20240

TARE PRIDE®
INAMERICA

9043.1
PEP/NRM

ER 07/1020

Mr.Carlos Machada, MBA
Federal Highway Administration
2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9A
Salt Lake City, Utah 84118

Dear Mr. Machada:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
and Section 4(f) Evaluation for 115 Corridor Improvements, Utah and Salt Lake
Counties, Utah. The Department of the Interior (Department) submits the following
comments.

General Comments

The Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) has been a cooperating agency on this project and
appreciates the early coordination with the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT)
and FHWA. The Department acknowledges that the upland and wetiand wildlife habitat
impacted by this project is in a relatively urbanized setting and that habitat quality
adjacent to the existing highway is relatively low. Our recommendations are focused on
helping UDOT avoid and minimize fish and wildlife-related impacts from this project,
particularly in locations where there will be new impacts or there is potential for indirect
impacts. We also recommend that UDOT take the opportunity to improve habitat
wherever possible, such as; improving fish passage at stream crossings; installing bat
roost structures under bridges; controlling invasive weeds and replanting with native
species, and replacing riparian vegetation off-site if it must be removed for construction.

The Department recommends that the FEIS expand the discussion of fish and wildlife
resources mitigation measures (Section 2.15.4) and include specific recommendations
below. We also recommend that the FEIS include a section describing the indirect
effects of the project, particularly regarding the proposed new interchanges and
frontage roads, on fish and wildlife resources (including wetland habitats).

TAKE PRIDE e 4
INAMERICASED
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Specific Comments

Page 2-23, Section 2.2.1.4, Bridges — Hobble Creek is a historic spawning stream for
the June sucker and as such has been identified for stream restoration activities by the
June Sucker Recovery implementation Program (JSRIP). The JSRIP is currently
involved in restoration efforts on Hobble Creek west of 1-15 and has identified the reach
of the creek east of [-15 as suitable spawning habitat for the June sucker. We
recommend UDOT consider replacing the Hobble Creek culvert with a single span
bridge. This would facilitate fish passage, reduce constriction of the creek, improve
wildlife habitat connectivity, allow for the passage of stream bedload and woody debris,
and contribute to the restoration of this stream.

Page 3-156, Section 3.12.2.5, Flooding — It appears in Figure 3.12-3 that the [-15
corridor also crosses the 100-year floodplain for the Provo River, Dry Creek, American
Fork Creek, and Hobble Creek. Permanent structures in the floodplain should be
minimized, and measures identified which would mitigate for impacts to floodwater
conveyance. Bridges should be single-span and avoid mid-channel support structures.

Page 3-158 Section 3.12.2.6, Groundwater, Figure 3.12-4 - The source credited for this
figure, Baskin et al., 2002, is not included by this name in the references. Instead, itis
listed as "U.S. Geological Survey, 2002" on page R-xv. They are the same document.
The correct link for this document is:
http://lpubs.usgs.goviwriiwri024115/pdfiwri024115. pdf

Page 3-168, Section 3.13.2.3, Riparian — How many acres of riparian vegetation will be
removed? This question stands for the other vegetation types as well (wetland
acreages are disclosed in the wetland section), but riparian habitats are the most rare
and critical for fish and wildlife. We recommend a mitigation measure be included that
states that riparian vegetation that must be removed will be replaced or enhanced with
an equivalent acreage.

Page 3-169, Section 3.13.2.10, Invasive Species — Purple loosestrife does not require
perennial open water. It is typically found in a wet meadow habitat.

Page 3-171, Section 3.13.5, Mitigation — The landscaping plan should clearly stipulate
that revegetation activities will use only natives, or non-natives that will not naturalize.
Further, we recommend that landscaping plans include vegetation which is suitable and
attractive for pollinating insects. We support UDOT's intention, as stated in the DEIS
(page 3-211), to avoid roadside vegetation planting that would be attractive to wildlife.

FPage 3-181, Section 3.14.4.3, North Utah County — An existing Army Corps of
Engineers mitigation site exists in American Fork, north of I-15, at Miichell Hollow Creek
(immediately North of Mill Pond). This mitigation site would be impacted by the project.

Page 3-183, Section 3.14.4.6, Indirect Impacts — Roads can have significant impact to
water quality and the biological health of streams and wetlands. Given the high
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groundwater table, the proximity of wetlands, and the presence of Utah Lake as a
303{d)-listed waterbody (for nutrients and total suspended solids), we recommend a
more extensive discussion on water quality mitigation measures that UDOT will employ
for this project. Detention basins are certainly an important component, but detention
does not remove all materials (e.g., salt, nutrients, pesticides/herbicides) that affect a
wetland's functional value and its value for fish and wildlife habitat. Recognizing that
the final stormwater mitigation measures have yet to be selected, we recommend that
the FEIS include a more complete discussion of the methods which are determined to
be most appropriate.

Page 3-183, Section 3.14.4.6, Indirect Impacts — Some of the options associated with
the action alternative may have indirect effects on wetlands and wildlife habitat, as
indicated in Section 3.1.2.4. For example, the frontage road options (Options A and B)
through Provo/Orem would likely facilitate new development west of |-15 (e.g., at the
new access at 2000 South). Another example, Option B of the American Fork Main
Street exit, “would likely result in pressure to redevelop existing agricultural and low
density residential lands west of the interchange to commercial uses” (page 3-5). ltis
not clear from the DEIS what the current level of access is in these areas, what the
current development plans are, and tc what extent development in these areas will be
facilitated by the new interchanges/frontage roads associated with this project. The
FEIS should include an evaluation of the indirect impacts of this change in land use on
fish and wildlife resources, including wetland habitats. The wildlife section at this time
has no evaluation of indirect impacts and the wetlands section does not address this
issue.

FPage 3-188, Table 3.15-1 — As of December 6, 2007, slender moonwort (Botrychium
lineare) has been removed as a Candidate for listing under the Endangered Specie
Act. :

Page 3-200, Section 3.15.2.2, Focused Special-Status Species Surveys — The DEIS
states (lines 2-3) that all the potential Ute ladies'-iresses habitat sites were surveyed on
eight days in 2006 but only one day'in 2007. Two years of surveys of each site is
standard FWS protocol for this species. There is likely a good explanation for the
difference, and clarification in the FEIS (as well as the Section 7 consultation) would be
helpful,

Page 3-202, Section 3.15.2.3, River/Stream Riparian Habitat, Spanish Fork River — The
June sucker is not considered extirpated (line 19) from the Spanish Fork River.
Individuals have been found in this river during spawning season in recent years. Also,
hybrid June-Utah suckers have been found in Spring Creek.

Page 3-211.3, Section 3.15.3, Impacts on Wildlife and Wildlife Habitats - Wildlife
mitigation actions for the proposed project are listed as bullets. The public would
benefit from a brief discussion of the proposed mitigation actions supported by any
relevant studies, and how these are expected to minimize impacts on wildlife.
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Page 3-211, Section 3.15.4, Mitigation — The DEIS states (lines 18-19) that
preconstruction field surveys will be conducted fo determine if the proposed build
alternative could disturb active nests of migratory bird species, but does not state what
action UDOT would take if there were active nests discovered in these surveys. We
recommend the following measures to avoid impacts to migratory birds and to avoid
potential construction delays:

s Time tree and shrub removal to occur during the non-nesting season
{(approximately September 1 - April 30). If this is not possible, conduct
preconstruction surveys to determine whether active nests are present, active
nests found the area should be left untouched until the young have fledged.

+ Raptor nests within the range of disturbance of project activities (refer to the
FWS Utah Field Office Guidelines for Raptor Protection from Human and Land
Use Disturbances [2002]) will be surveyed prior to construction activity if the
construction will occur during the nesting season. We recommend identifying
nests prior to trees leafing out and surveying again after nesting has begun to
determine which nests are active, and what species are utilizing them. If an
active raptor nest is identified, UDOT will coordinate with FWS and/or UDWR to
determine appropriate buffer distances and duration given the species and nest
location.

+ Reconstruction of existing bridges will be avoided during nesting season
(approximately May — July) to avoid take of swallows. f bridge reconstruction
must occur during this period, existing nests must be removed prior to nesting
occurring, and deterrence devices (tarps, netting, or other methods such as Bird-
X gel) should be employed to deter nesting.

Page 3-211, Section 3.15.4, Mitigation - it is unclear why more preconstruction field
surveys for Ute ladies’-tresses would be necessary (lines 20-21), given surveys have
already been conducted, unless the construction is not funded and undertaken for many
years in the future. We recommend that you coordinate with FWS at that time to
determine if updated surveys may be warranted.

Page 3-211, Section 3.15.4, Mitigation — As riparian habitats are rare and valuable for
wildlife, we recommend UDOT commit to avoiding removal of riparian vegetation,
including willow and cottonwood, where possible and mitigating for riparian vegetation
that must be removed by replacing or enhancing with an equivalent riparian acreage.

Page 3-211, Section 3.15.4, Mitigation — We recommend that avoidance and
minimization measures and best management practices (including those developed in
cooperation with the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources) be more fully described in this
section.

Page 3-211, Section 3.15.4, Mitigation — Many bat species utilize bridges and culverts,
particularly as natural roost structures are diminishing. We recommend UDOT consider
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opportunities to promote and encourage bat roosts under bridges (particularly over
waterways) as a low-cost means of benefiting wildlife. The Utah Division of Wildlife
Resources may aiso be helpful in this conservation effort,

SECTION 6(f) COMMENTS

We have found several Land and Water Conservation Fund (L&WCF) sites that
could be impacted by this project. They are:

49-00335B-Smith Fields Park
49-00335l- Utah Lake State Park
49-00360- Meadows Park

We recommend consultation with the official who administers the L&WCF Program in
Utah to determine any potential conflicts with Section 6(f)(3) of the L&WCF Act (Public
Law 88-578, as amended). This sections states: "No property acquired or developed
with assistance under this section shall, without the approval of the Secretary [of the
Interior], be converted to other than public outdoor recreation uses. The Secretary shall
approve such conversion only if he finds it to be in accord with the then existing
comprehensive statewide outdoor recreation plan and only upon such conditions as he
deems necessary to assure the substitution of other recreation propetrties of at least
equal fair market value and of reasonably equivalent usefulness and location.”

The administrator for the L&WCF program in Utah is Mr. Seth McArthur, Grants
Coordinator, Utah Division of Parks and Recreation, 1594 West North Temple, Suite
116, Salt Lake City, Utah 84116. Mr. McArthur's phone number is 801-538-7354.

SECTION 4({f) COMMENTS .

Following our review of the Section 4(f) Evaluation, we concur that there is no feasible
or prudent alternative to the Preferred Alternative selected in the document, and that all
measures have been taken to minimize harm to these resources. We acknowledge that
you have consulted with the Utah State Historic Preservation Office, and will be prepare

a Memorandum of Agreement to minimize adverse effects to historic properiies if
needed.
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We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments. If you need further
assistance regarding the U.S. Geological Survey comments, please contact Lloyd
Woosley, USGS, at (703) 648-5028; the wildlife comments, please contact Betsy
Herrmann, FWS, at (801) 975-3330 x139; the LWCF comments, contact Terree
Klanecky (402) 221-1556; and for Section 4(f) comments, please contact Roxanne
Runkel, NPS, at (303) 969-2377.

Sincerely,

5}& Willie R Taylor
Director, Office of Environmental

Policy and Compliance

References:

The internet link for the second USGS 2007 citation on page R-xx is no longer valid.

The correct link is: hitp://dwrede.nr.utah.gov/rsgis2/Search/SearchVerts.asp.

CC:
Merrell Jolley, P.E.

[-15 Corridor Project Manager
Utah Department of Transportation
4501 South 2700 West

Salt Lake City, Utah 84114-1245
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United States Department of the Interior ~ e

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY TAKE PRIDE
Prograny Director ‘NAM ERICA
CUP Compietion Act Office
IN REPLY REFER TO: 302 East 1860 South
: Provo, Utah 84606-7317
CA-1300
ENV-7.00 JAN 1 1 2008

Mr. Carlos Machado

Federal Highway Administration
2520 West 4700 South, Suijte 9A
Salt Lake City, UT 84118

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), I-15 Corridor Utah County to
Salt Lake County, (FHWA-UT-EIS-07-01-D); Project No. IM-NH-15-
6(149)245E)

Dear Mr, Machado:

We have reviewed the subject DEIS and offer the following comments under the authority of the
National Environmental Policy Act (42 USC 4332(2)(c) (NEPA). As a Participating Partner in
the June Sucker Recovery Implementation Program (JSRIP) our comments are focused on the
evaluation of impacts of the proposed project on the survival and recovery of the endangered
June sucker (Chasmistes liorus) which exists naturally only in Utah Lake and currently is known
to spawn in the Provo River. :

In addition, our office is the lead agency for preparation of NEPA compliance documentation for
plans by the JSRIP to restore aquatic and physical habitats in Hobble Creek (Springville, Utah
County), a potential spawning tributary, to benefit the June sucker. We recently completed the
public scoping process for that project where we invited public comment on our conceptual
restoration plans. UDOT has been invited to participate, For your information our concepts for
Hobble Creek habitat restoration are in the enclosure, which was presented at our scoping
meeting, '

Our goal is to re-establish June sucker spawning in Hobble Creek as a necessary recovery action
for the species. Your DEIS acknowledges that Hobble Creek may have been an historic June
sucker spawning stream. At present, Hobble Creek crosses I-15 through a culvert just south of
the North Springville Exit (No. 261). The freeway is planned to expand to 4 general purpose
traffic lanes plus an express lane, in each direction, for a total of 10 lanes at this location.

As you will note in the enclosure, we propose to improve the lowest reach of Hobble Creek from
its Utah Lake terminus eastward to I-15. Our studies indicate that suitable spawning habitat
exists in Hobble Creek east of I-15 which increases the importance of our Hobble Creek
restoration plans. In part, our restoration project will facilitate access by June sucker from Utah
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Lake to these vatuable spawning reaches, Our goals for Hobble Creek would be materiatly
enhanced if FHWA/UDOT would consider replacing the existing Hobble Creek culvert through
I-15 with an open-span bridge design as part of the [-15 expansion. An open-span bridge would
eliminate the existing culvert which potentially blocks fish passage and would allow a more
nafural Hobble Creek to reestablish in a manner favorable to June sucker. We would appreciate
the opportunity to discuss this issue with you further.

Meanwhile, we have reviewed the pertinent sections of the DEIS that address the endangered
June sucker and we note that no direct impacts to the species are predicted (Table 3,15-2), We
generally concur that the I-15 expansion as planned should not directly impact habitat of the June
sucker in Utah Lake, or the Provo River.

The potential for indirect impacts to the species is, however, indicated in Table 3.15-2.
However, we find no discussion of indirect impacts on fish and wildlife species, particularly the
June sucker, in the text of the DEIS. We recommend that indirect impacts be discussed in detail
in section 3.15.3.2 in the Final EIS.

We assume that indirect impacts could mean impacts during the construction of various bridge
expansions, particularly over the Provo River. While Best Management Practices (BMPs) for
bridge construction are mentioned in 3.15.3.2, they are not listed in this DEIS. We are confident
FHWA/UDOT are very experienced in avoiding adverse impacts to water bedies during bridge
construction and undoubtedly have developed advanced practices for such work, BMPs
applicabie to 1-15 need to be included in the Final EIS. -

In order o minimize adverse indirect impacts on the endangered June sucker, we recommend the
Tollowing BMPs be adopted for bridge expansion work associated with this project.

e Bridge abutments should be constructed on uplands without need for encroachments into the
stream channel (including side channels). Bridges should span the entire chanuel width without
need for supports in mid-channel. Avoid any blockages or construction activities in the active
stream channels,

e Ifnecessary to encroach on stream channels (including side channels), temporary eofferdams
should be constructed to enclose all construction activities to prevent escape of polluting
sediments, oils, efc. .

e Temporary silt fencing should be installed alongside channels, both up and downstream from
construction sites, to prevent runoffl of any sediment, construction water, cement, and other
pollutants into the stream channel, including side channels.

» [f possible, confine construction activities to the August to March time period. We realize
that this may not be possible with a project of this scope. However, these months are outside the
spawning period for June sucker in the Provo River, or other rivers, and would largely avoid any
potential for adverse impacts on June sucker in Utah Lale tributaries.
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Our feasibility studies’, completed in 2002, recommended four Utah Lake tributaries for further
consideration for habitat restoration to benefit June sucker (see enclosure). Two of these—
American Fork River and Spanish Fork River—will be subject to bridge expansions associated
with [.15. While our program continues to evaluate possibie June sucker use of these rivers, we
are currently focused on Hobble Creek and have no plans at the present time to implement
habitat improvements in these tributaries. Nevertheless, we recommend these other rivers be
protected from adverse project impacts to the maximum extent possible during 1-15 expansion by
adopting the construction considerations listed above.

We note in the Table of Contents that Mitigation measures for wildlife impacts appear on page
3-211. However, we cannot find this page in the pdf version of the DEIS on your website.
Please ensure that mitigation measures for fish and wildlife are clearty displayed in the Final
EIS. For emphasis, we recommend that an appendix, or other separate section, be prepared that
specifies all environmental and mitigation commitments that UDOT/ FHWA intends to
impiement for this project.

We also note that UDOT/FHWA is preparing a Biological Assessment (BA), pursuant to the
Federal Endangered Species Act, that will focus on project impacts to endangered and threatened
species. While the DEIS contains generally adequate information on the June sucker, the BA
should describe and evaluate, in detail, the habitat, species biology and expected project impacts
on all listed species, including the June sucker. We request the opportunity to review and
comment on the Biological Assessment when it is complete.

In closing, you wili note from our enclosure that one of our project purposes is to offer
opportunities to partner agencies to provide other public benefits consistent with our need to
facilitate June sucker spawning in Hobble Creek. These might include offsetting environmentai
mitigation requirements. We would be willing to discuss such opportunities with
FHWA/UDOT.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. Please contact Mr. Ralph Swanson at
801-379-1254 for any discussion of these matters,

Sincerely,

REED MURRRY

Reed R, Murray
Program Director

Enclosure

ce: M. Merrell Joliey, Utah Department of Transportation, 658 North 1500 West, Orem, UT
84057 (wienel)

! June Sucker Recovery Implementation Program. 2002. Feasibility analysis of establishing an additional spawning
lacation to benefit the endangered June sucker. Prepared by Bio-West. July 2002. 71pp -+ App.
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\/Mr. Reed Harris, June Sucker Recovery Implementation Program, Dept, of Naturai
Resources, P.O. box 145610, Salt Lake City, UT 84115 (w/encl)

Assistant Secretary -~ Water and Science, Washkington, DC
Attention: Ms, Amy Holley, ms-6640MIB (w/encl)

D-267

June 2008




Hobble Creek Stream Restoration Project

Public Scoping Meeting Handout

NEED FOR THE PROJECT

« To provide additional spawning, nursery, and resring habitat for June suckerina

tributary of Utah take.

PURPOSES OF THE PRCJECT

= o achieve one of three de-disting criteria from the June Sucker Recovery Plan,
= Tocreate a natural meandering siream channel that maintains fiow to Utah Lake

and provides quality habitat for the Juna sucker.

~ Tofacilitate the environmental commitment for deiivary of Central Utah Project,
Utah Lake System, water to Utah Lzke viz Hobble Creak to assist with recovery of

the June sucker.

= Tocreate and enhance wetiands and wildlife habitat on the shares of Utah Lake.
= To offer opportunities for partners to develop sublic recreation and access to Utah

Lake compatible with the project need.

~ To minimize environmental impacts, such as flood impacts, during construction and

operations,

« Public Access

+ Livestock Crazing

- Ficod Control

-~ Hunting, Fishing, and Wildlife Viewing
« Mosquitces

~ ‘Weed Control

- Hydrological Changes

PROJECT SCHEDULE

~ Projact Scoping Meeting: December 2007

- Draft Environmental Assessment: Aprit 2608

- Final Environmerstal Assessment: July 2008

~ Department of Interior Decision: Late july 2008
=~ Construction: Fall 2008

WE WANT YOUR INPUT?

Please use the comment form on the next page to give us your comments regarding
ternatives for
consideration or other concerns that need to be addressed. If you need more time,
pleasa send us your comments via mail to the address provided or email Ralph

environmental impacts in writing. Alss, tell us if you have additional 2

Swanson (rswanson@ uc.usbr.gov) by January 4, 2008,

NAME: © ADDRESS:

REPRESENTING {optional} seif Cther (please specify)

COMMENTS OR CONCERNS:

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME AND PARTICIPATION!

Page

June 2008
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Please detatch this page,

Relgh G. Swanson

(7.5, Departmeant of the Interior
CUP Completion Act Office

302 Fast 1850 South

Provo, Utah 84506-7317

foid in thirds, seal loose edge, affix postage, and mail. ~

WELCOME!

The U.5. Pepartmeant of the Interior’s Lentrzl tzh
Project (CUP) Completion Act Office, on behalf of
the Jure Sucker Recovery Implementation
Program: (JSRIP), is preparing an Frvironmantal
Assessment for public review on a proposed
streamn channel design project for lower Hobble
Creek, a tributary to Utah Lake in

Springvitle, Utah. The Environmental
Assessment will be prepared under the

ns of the National Envirenmersta

Policy Act {42 11.5.C. 4321 2t seq.) and the Coundil
on Environmental Quality regulations {40 CFR
7500).

BACKGROUND
‘The JSRIP has identified Hobble Creek as a potential site for the establishment of a
setf-sustaining spawning population of June sucker (Chasmistes liorus) in the Utsh
Lake system outside of the Provo River, The June sucker is endemic to Utah Lake and
was Histed as andangered with critical habitat on April 3¢, 1985. Habitat restoration
on Utah Lake tributarizs is 2 major focus of the JSRIP. ’

The JSRIP has purchased a 2+-acre proparty adjacent to Hohbie Creek batween I1s
and Uteh Lake in Springville, ttah, The curent stream channel Is highfy entrenched
with high lateral dikes providing very little hebitat for spawning or juvenile June
sucker. The JSRIP intends to relocate the lower reach of Habile Creek into 2 new
channet designed in such a way that best suits the spawning and rearing of june

sucker while minimizing environmental impacts,
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UTA 2

3600 South 700 West

JFO.Box 30810

Ron Ciegg ‘

1-15 Corridor EIS Salt take City, UT 84130
Parsons Brinkerhoff

488 East Winchester St., Suite 400

Murray, UT 84107

Date 1/11/08

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the I-15 Corridor Utak
County to Salt Lake County Project

Dear Mr. Clegg,

‘The Utah Transit Authority (UTA) has reviewed your DEIS for the 1-15 Corridor Utah
County to Salt Lake County Project in Utah. We are providing the following comments
for your consideration.

UTA would like to first acknowledge participation as cooperating agency in the earliest
stages of the 1-15 Corridor EIS project, working with FHWA and UDOT toward a
multimodal alternative to be advanced to the Final Environmental Impact Statement
(FEIS). UTA also acknowledges that in March of 2007, following the identification of a
preferred alternative that included both a highway and transit solution, UTA and UDOT
mutually agreed to separate the final stages of environmental evaluation work and publish
separate and independent environmental reports. This decision was made due to
differences in funding and scheduie of the construction of the final projects.

UTA’s comments reflect various UTA owned rail corridors and other transit projects
located in or near the project limits of the I-5 project. Those corridors and projects
include: ,
1. Future Provo to Payson FrontRunner (Phase II MAG Long Range Plan)
a. Former UPRR Tintic Industrial Lead propexty
2, Provo to Salt Lake FrontRunner Final Environmental Study Report (FESR) and
construction of the Provo to Salt Lake FrontRunner Commuter Rail line
a. UPRR Prove Industrial Lead
b. UPRR Sharp Subdivision
3. Future Light Rail extension Preserved Railroad Corridor (Phase Il MAG Long
Range Plan)
a. Former UPRR Provo Industrial Lead
4. Orem Intermodal Center
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The Provo to Salt Lake FrontRunner Commuter Rail project completed ity environmental
analysis in the fall of 2007 and subsequently published FESR. UTA has previously
purchased the other railroad corridors for the preservation of future rail transit projects.
UTA is currently engaged in the purchase of property for the future location of the Orem
Intertnodal Center, located at approximately 800 North and Geneva Road, Orem. This
station site was identified in both the original I-15 EIS study documents and identified as
the preferred aliornative in the FESR published by UTA.

General Comments

UTA/ UDOT structure and crossing coordination will be essential to the I-15 project
where it crosses the future segments of Frontrinner as well as other railroad property
owned by UTA including the former UPRR Tintic Industrial Lead and former UPRR
Provo Industrial Lead, Roadway designs for the I-15 corridor should protect and preserve
these railroad corridors including but not limited to the existing corridor widths and
minimum envelope heights for future planned rail transit operations. UTA foresees that
extensive coordination efforts will be required to ensure roadway design soluttons that
provide for placement of structural elements and crossing devices that are adequate for
planned future rai} transit operations. UTA anticipates high levels of coordination at the
following crossing locations of I-15 and UTA awned rail vights-of-way:

1) North Payson Interchange ~Station 580

2) SR-164 Benjamin Interchange ~Station 705
3} 7300 South Overpass ~Station 763 ,
4} Tintic Industrial Lead Overpass ~Station 825
5} 460 North Overpass ~Station 8§50

6) Spanish Fork Main Street ~Station 910

7) I-15/Railvoad Overpass ~Station 9435

Snecific Comments

e Options A and C of the American Fork Main Street Interchange as shown in
this document would require users of the American Fork FrontRunner Station (as
shown UTA’s FESR) to travel out of direction by distances ranging from 1.6 to
over 3 miles.

o Qption A is the [east desirable for efficient access to the planned UTA
FrontRunner Comnuter Rail $tation. This option maintains both the
current alignment of Ametican Main Street west of 115 as well as the
existing at-grade crossing the 7350 West (American Fork). With future
residential development in the area and additional vehicuiar teaffic along
1000 South (Lehi)/200 South (American Fork) from proposed
improvements to that road, the at-grade crossing at 7350 West {(American
Fork) would be inadequate to handle the average daily traffic volumes.

o Oplion B as shown in this document the represents the original design that
was proposed by UTA and UDOT early in the I-15 EIS process. While
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this option is still UTA’s preferred option because it represents the
shortest driving distance from I-15 to the planned station location , UTA
also recognizes that since the establishment of this option, environmental
impacts have been identifled related to agriculturally protected lands that
have forced UDOT to consider other options. Option B as it shown in this
document also introduces an additional at-grade crossing to accommodate
a connection between traffic moving between 1000 South {Lehi)/200
South (Amexican Fork) and American Fork Main Street west of [-15. In
order to have new at-grade crossings approved by UPRR and UTA the
appiicant for the closing typically is required to identify at least two
existing at-grade crossings in relative close proximity to the proposed new
crossing that can be permanentiy closed. This document has not indicated
which existing crossings UDOT and FIIWA intended to close in order to
receive approval for the new crossing.

o Option C as shown in this document has the longest out of direction travel
for rail commuters driving to the planned station from I-15. However,
UTA. is aware that that there are two other separate ongoing UDOT
environmental and design studies. One is the 1000 South (Lehi)/200 South
{American Fork) widening from the interchange to Redwood Road in the
west, The other project is the Vineyard Connector which is proposed to
provide an arterial connection from Vineyard (the former Geneva Steel
site) to the newly widened 1000 South/200 South. UTA staff has seen
preliminary designs for the Vineyard Connector north of 1000 South/200
South that would provide a grade separated crossing of the UPRR/UTA
tracks and ultimately connect to the American Fork Main Street
Interchange Option ‘C’. In light of these ongoing projects and potential
designs, UTA would support Option ‘C" as shown in this document.
Again, extensive coordination efforts will be required to ensure roadway
design solutions provide for placement of roadway structural elements and
rail crossing devices that are adequate for planned future raif transit
operations.

Page 2-15, Alternative 4: 1-15 Widening and Reconstruction, plus CRT-
Please update to reflect the information included in the Provo to Sait Lake
FrontRunner FESR. UTA’s Current plan for operating schedule incorporated in
UTA’s FESR has FronfRunner trains operating every 15 minutes during the a.m.
and p.m. peak hours (in peak direction), every 30 minutes during off-peak hours
during the day, and every 60 minutes during the evening hours (7 p.m. to 11 p.m.)
with hourly Saturday service,

The former UPRR Prove Industrial Lead raifroad property currently extends
from Salt Lake County into Utah County across the Point of the Mountain on the
east side of the existing [-15 corridor. This railroad property and is not labeled in
the DEIS as UTA property. Please label throughout including where it crosses
under the I-15 alignment at station 2190 and 2105 as “UTA Owned Property™.
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The former UPRR Provo Industrial Lead property in the south Draper and
northern Lehi area that will be potentially impacted by the [-15 project
(approximalely stations 2480 to 2410) was originally land grant property and was
originally 200 feet in width (100 feet on either side of the existing rail centerline).
Some of the potentiaily impacted property was purchased from UPRR for the
original construction of 115 in the 1960°s. This transaction took place prior fo
UTA ownership. UTA uses UPRR valuation map data to indicate current
ownership and land representing the property that was sold to UTA. The I-15
DEIS document says that the property information is unavailable for a portion of
this area. UTA requests that UDOT coordinate with UTA to develop cooperative
design resolutions and use the valuation maps to understand the property
designations thyough this section of the study area.

Former UPRR Provo Industrial Lead in northern Lehi crosses under the 1-15
alignment in two locations within the limits of the I-15 project. Please coordinate
with UTA to find design solutions that ensure roadway design solutions provide
for the placement of structural efements and crossing devices that are adequate for
future planned rail transit operations.

The drawings that show the tie-in of the new alignment of Minuteman drive to
Highland Drive at 14600 South appear to illustratc a misalignment with UTA’s
double track structure on Highland Drive. Please adjust this design and
coordinate with UTA to find design solutions that are adequate for future planned
rail transit operations.

The proposed crossing structures at I-15 at approximate stations 2190 and 2103
will require UTA coordination to ensure design resolutions that protect and
preserve existing corridor widths and minimum envelope heights for rail future
planned rail transit operations.

The alignment of the proposed 800 South Interchange in Orem is located in
close proximity to the planned Orem Intermodal Center. The Orem Intermodal
Centex is expected to serve the Provo to Salt Lake FrontRunner Commuter Rail,
the Provo-Orem Bus Rapid Transit line, {ocal bus service as well as park and ride
capacity. The Intermodal Center as it has been proposed in UTA’s Provo to Salt
Lake FrontRunner FESR is intended to support dense mixed-use and transit
oriented development. UTA is currently engaged in negotiations with Orem City
and Utah State University to buy land for the development of the Intermodal
Center. UTA feels that with inclusion of the access road (immediately west of the
proposed railroad viaduct) the proposed 800 South Interchange serves the planned
Intermodal site very well. The interchange provides UTA with additional access
to the UVSU campus for the UTA vehicles that will be required with the students,
faculty and staff that will be arriving at the Intermaodai Center. As the UTA staff
looked at the proposed alignment of the 800 South Interchange they noticed that
the alignment required partial land takings of a few residences along 800 South
(east of Geneva Road and immediately north of the alignment). As UDOT begins
fo prepare the final design and property acquisition for this particular interchange,
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UTA would appreciate the opportunity to coordinate with UDOT to find design
solutions that may provide for the placerent of structural elements that are
adequate for future planned rail transit operations as well as any potential transit
oriented development opportunities.

UTA appreciates and looks forward to the opportunity to cooperate with UUDOT and
FHWA in the future expansion of the I-15 cortidor. We anticipate that both the highway
and rail improvements will bring much need relief to an ever burdened transporstation
system,

Sinceicly,

( &r&}ﬂ\ 9’ (L&L
Ralph Jackson

Deputy Chief Major Program Development
Utah Transit Authority

ce:  Merrell Joliey
Steve Meyer
Hal Johnson
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Print View Page ] of 2

From: "Adam Cowie" <acowie@lindoncity.org>

lo: <i15utahcounty@utah.gov>

ce: "Woody Mataele” <woody@lindoncity.org>, "Merrill Jolley - UDOT" <mjolley@utah.gov>,
' "Mark Christensen-JUB" <MLC@JUB.com>, "Ott Dameron" <odameron@lindoncity.org>

Date: Monday - January 7, 2008 11:19 AM

Subject:  1-15 widening comments from Lindon City

Please accept this email as official public comment from Lindon City - concerning the 1-15 widening
project.

Lindon City is gratefut for the efforts that have been made towards this project. We understand the need
for the widening of the freeway - and desire to be a willing participant in the planning, design, and
construction phases of the widening project.

Upon review of the document we found that the 'All American Gymnastics' building located at 95 South
1400 West (Western Coil Rd) - (but the road is identified incorrectly on the attached map as "100
South") is not identified as a taking - and does not show up on your air photos. The project shows this
lot and another vacant lot as future detention basins. (parcels numbers 29 and 165 on the tables
provided in your EIS). Note that the maps also have some of the Lindon roads mis-labeled.

2lease note this mistake for parcel #165 as it is not a vacant parcel. {f constructed as shown, there is a
complete taking of a two-year old commercial building that now houses the All American Gymnastics
building.

Of additional notice and concern are the following issues:

1. Landscaping of off-ramps: Lindon had previously invested a large amount of money and interest in the
landscaping around the PG/Lindon off ramp. The proposed construction shows that it will eliminate much
of this landscaping on the four corners of the off-ramp. The City desires to know if the landscaping will
be replaced or repaired as much as possible under this project? Will landscaping of the 1600 North exit
also occur? If there are no plans to landscape the off-ramps after construction, how can Lindon (and
potentially Pleasant Grove and Orem) participate with UDOT to see that the off-ramps are re-landscaped
(or newly landscaped} in a similar fashion?

2. Lindon Heritage Trail under-crossing: The City currently has plans for the Lindon Heritage Trail to
cross Geneva Road and then turn south along Geneva Rd to cross under the freeway and then head out
towards Utah Lake. The City has purchased right-of-way on the west side of the freeway leading up to
the overpass - and has a majority of the needed right-of-way on the east side of the freeway. it is critical
for the trail project to ensure that the bridge structure for the 1-15 crossing of Geneva Road is sufficiently
widened to accommodate the trail under-crossing needs. The current proposal for the trail route will take
it on the west side of the railroad tracks and under the freeway on the western most portion of the
bridge structure,

Ne would be happy to have you meet with our project engineers to discuss this trail crossing need - but
want to make sure it is on the record for the widening project so that the structure will consist of
adequate width and design to accommodate the future trail crossing. Please contact us on this specific
design issue.

D-275 June 2008
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3. Pedestrian improvements at over-pass crossings: The City is interested to know if pedestrian
accommodations (sidewalks or other) are being incorporated in the reconstructed over-passes at 200
South and 2000 West. The over-passes are currently very narrow and are not wide enough for safe
pedestrian crossing in either direction. Please inform us of any proposed pedestrian improvements on the.
200 South and 2000 West crossings - or if no improvements are planned, how they could be added to

the project.

Thank you for your time and attention to these issues.

Adam Cowie

Lindon City Planning & Development Director
100 N. State Street

Lindon, UT 84042

Phone (801)785-7687

Fax (801)785-7645

acowie®@lindoncity.org
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SARATOGA SPRINGS

January 8, 2008

I-15 Corridor EIS

c¢/o Parsons Brinkerhoff

488 E. Winchester St., Suite 400
Murray, Utah 84107

Re: I-15 Widening & Reconstruction
To Whom It May Concern:

The City of Saratoga Springs recognizes the need for north/south mobility along the I-15
Corridor. Current residents of this area, and specifically of Saratoga Springs, anticipate
the widening and reconstruction of the I-15 Corridor. This project will contribute to
improving the congestion on existing roadways and assist in handling future
transportation needs and growth in the region. The purpose of this letter is to outline the
main points of the City’s position on the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the
[-15 Corridor.

1. The No Build alternative is required to be evaluated as an alternative in the
EIS and is also used as a basis for comparing the proposed build alternatives.
The City has the following comments with regard to this alternative:

a. Saratoga Springs is not in favor of this alternative. If nothing is done to
the [-15 Corridor, the future transportation needs and growth in the region
will not be appropriately addressed.

2. The I-15 Widening & Reconstruction alternative includes the widening of
[-15; total reconstruction of 15 interchanges, including three options for the
American Fork Main Street interchange; modification and improvements to
seven interchanges; construction of one new interchange (North Lehi); and
four different options in the Provo and Orem section of the I-15 Corridor that
includes one potential new interchange (Orem 800 South) and a four-mile
frontage road system. This proposal includes improvements to approximately
43 miles of I-15 in Utah and Salt Lake Counties. The project’s southern
terminus is the South Payson I-15 interchange in the City of Payson; its
northern terminus is the 12300 South I-15 interchange in the City of Draper.
The City has the following comments with regard to the American Fork Main
Street interchange:

1307 Nor i CoMMERCE DRIVE, Suire 200 SARATOGA SPRINGS Lltan 84043
D-279 P 801-766-9793 F 801-766-9794 June 2008



a. The City is in favor of this interchange, as well as the I-15 Widening &
Reconstruction alternative as it is an attempt to address future
transportation and growth within the region.

b. The City is in support of the East-West Connector and the 2009-2011
timeline for construction and completion of this important corridor. The
City is also in support of the 2011 commencement for improvements to
the I-15 Corridor, as this will allow for completion of the East-West
Connector.

c. The proposed East-West Connector is vital to the current and future
transportation needs of Saratoga Springs. The American Fork Main Street
interchange is the last piece to this important corridor.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the EIS for this important
transportation corridor. The City anxiously anticipates the completion of these important
roadways and the positive impacts they will have on the community and region. Please
feel free to contact the City with questions on this letter, or for assistance on any other

matter.

Sincerely, y Sl )
i % o

Timothy L. Parketr

Mayor, City of Saratoga Springs

Ce:  Saratoga Springs City Council and Planning Commission
Saratoga Springs Development Review Committee

1307 Nortit Coamerce Drive, Suire 200 SARATOGA SPRINGS LITar 84043
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January 2, 2008

Mr. Carlos Machado

Federal Highway Administraticn, Utah Division
2520 West 4700 South, Suite 0A

Salt Lake City, UT 84118

RE: Draft Environmenta! impact Statement (DEIS) for the -5
Corridor Utah County o Salt Lake County

Dear Mr. Machado,

Payson City has received a copy of the subject study and appreciates the
opporiunity to review and comment on the document, After review of the
dacument, we concur with the proposed I-16 widening through Payson City and
the improvements to the South Payson Interchange Exit 248. HMowever, we have
serious concerns about the proposed improvements for the North Payson

_interchange EXit 250.

As you are aware, most cities in Utah, and particularly cities the size of Payson, -
struggle to meet the financlal demands required to maintain and operate the city.
Wae rely heavily on the tax base that ls generated from retail sales. Fresway
interchanges are ideal locations for retail businesses because of vislbility,
accessibility to the traveling public, and the associated high traffic volumes.
Because these interchanges are so valuable for retail businesses, the
accesslbility must be such that motorists will not be unduly delayed or burdened
in accessing them. - .

Payson City feels that as proposed the improvements to the North Payson
Interchange will significantly hamper the economic viability of the area because

. of the following reasons:

1. Impacts to existing businesses are very significant. There are four
businesses that would be fotally efiminated with this proposal; the Chevron.
Gas Statlon, Subway, Calvin Blohm Insurance Agency, and Payson
Digsel. Four other businesses will have their existing access reduced or
eliminated; Payson Market, McDonalds, Rite-Aid, and Comfort Inn.

Access to the Flying J Fuel and Truck stop will be much more difficult to
reach by truckers and most likely will result in closure of the business.

Tax revanue provided fo Payson City from these businesses last year was

naarly $82,000,

Payson City Corporation
439 West Utah Avenue, Payson, UT 84651 (801) 465-5200 Rax (801) 465-5208

i B RH il 3
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2. With the freeway al ground level and Main Street elevated over the
fresway, accessing husinesses cannot oceur until the motorists have
traveled a considerable distance off {he interchiange, then down the
elevated portlon of Main Street both on the south and north sides of 1118,
Thigs greatly. reduces the viabilily of the existing businesses as discussed
in paragraph 1 but also limits future businesses from locating on the
vacant parcels surrounding the interchange.

3. Payson City has planned and recently improved 800 North street as a
major east/west collector for traffic. As proposed, the connection of Main
streat back Into the original aligriment is south of 600 north and will not
facilitate using 600 North as a major collector strest,

Thesa concerns are not hew and have been expressed fo the DIES team as they
have met with Payson City Development Staff on at least two different occasions.
It is our recquest that additional design scenarios be created for review that will
factlitate both fraffic and economic development for the North Payson
Interchange. We feel that the. freeway Interchange should be designed with the
freeway elevaled over Main street {o facilitate accessibility to businesses.

We would hope that you would be mindﬁ;l of dur concerns and work 1o provide a
solution that fa acceptable to all parties involved. I you would like {0 discuss our
concerns further, please contact Rich Nelson, Clty Manager at (801) 465-5207,

Sincere

&ZM@ /a‘@j

* Burtis Bllls -

Mayor

1 1eiipy
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DRAPER CITY
December 12, 2007

T T = {1 fh 1=
| DEGEIVE
I-15 Corridor EIS c/o PB m e = |
488 East Winchester St, Suite 400 = DEC 14 2007 —/

Murray, Utah 84107
Parsons Srinckerhoff
Utair Office
To whom it may concern,

Draper City appreciates the opportunity to review and comment on the draft Environmental Impact Study for the I-15
Corridor. After reviewing the study, Draper City has three items that we would like to see included in the I-15 Corridor
EIS.

The Draper City Transportation Master Plan identifies a proposed minor arterial viaduct over I-15 at 13800 South. The
area of Draper located south of Bangerter Highway and west of Interstate 15 is planned for commercial/retail
development as well as a station for the Frontrunner Commuter Rail. These planned developments will generate
significantly more traffic in this area and an alternate route will be of great significance. Currently, in the center third of
Draper, there are only two routes between the east and west over Interstate 15; they are State Routes 71 and 154 (12300
South and Bangerter Highway). Localized traffic greatly impacts the operation of both of these routes and their
interchanges at I-15. With a planned freeway to freeway connection between I-15 and SR-154, and an emphasis on
maintaining freeway speeds and operation, a viaduct at 13800 South would improve the connectivity and operation of the
roadways in the region while providing relief of congestion at the critical interchanges. The viaduct would also provide
bicycle and pedestrian access across I-15 which currently does not exist in this area.

The study indicates that the improvements to I-15, between 14600 South and the Point of the Mountain, will include
relocating the frontage road that is located to the east of the Interstate. Draper City requests that a cross-section of the
proposed relocated frontage road, which accommodates wider travel lanes, bike lanes, and a multi-use trail, be included
in the EIS.

There is a proposed multi-use trail crossing of I-15 which will connect the existing Porter Rockwell Trail in Draper with
the Jordan River Parkway in Bluffdale. The proposed crossing will also serve as a connection of the Bonneville
Shoreline Trail, on the east bench, to the Bonneville Shoreline Trail planned on the west bench. This trail link is also
identified on the master plans of Bluffdale City and Salt Lake County. The study indicates that a Single Point
Interchange is planned at 14600 South. Single Point Interchanges are not conducive to the inclusion of a multi-use trail
crossing. Draper City requests that a separated safe trail crossing, in the vicinity of the 14600 South Interchange, be
included in the I-15 Corridor EIS.

We appreciate your consideration of our recommendations and would be available for any further review and comment
that you may need on this project.

Mayor Darrell H. Smith
Draper City

1020 E. Pioneer Road ¢ Draper, Utah 84020 * 801-576-6546 * Fax: 801-576-6388 * www.draper.ut.us
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153 North 100 East « PO, Box 255 » Lehi, Utah 84043
768-7100 » Fax: 768-7101

Floneers Past and Present

January 8, 2008

= CANNEL

- 4@:/08/

Carlos Machado, MBA

Federal Highway Administration
2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9A
Salt Lake City, Utah 84118

Dear Mr. Machado:

Uponreview of the I-15 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (“DEIS™), the Mayor and Council of
Lehi City wouid like to submit the following coruments and recommendations for your
consideration,

We recognize that with the reconstruction of 1-15 there is an opportunity to improve access and
mobility across the freeway at various locations in our community. While we are supportive of
Alternative 4, we would like to make the following recommendations with respect to the following
issues as they relate to future reconstruction and improvements of I-15 as anticipated in the I-15
DEIS Study. We believe they will add necessary attributes and improvements to Alternative 4 and
must be included:

»

D-284

We recommend a new underpass be constructed at 2300 West. This would allow 2300 West
to continue north of I-15 and connect to 3200 North and eventually SR-92 and would
facilitate north south movement in the area without channeling traffic through the SR-92 or
1200 West freeway interchanges. This proposed underpass is not shown on our current Lehi
City Master Transportation Plan, but was an idea that was brought up in the January 2007
Transportation Summit that was held at MAG,

The DEIS shows the construction of a new interchange in north Lehi, north of the existing
SR-92 interchange. We support an interchange in this vicimity, but believe this new
interchange would function best at 4800 North, with a separate underpass at the future Frank
Ghery project site, because it would allow befter spacing between the existing SR-92
interchange and the new interchange. Therefore, we recommend that a new underpass be
added in conjunction with this new interchange.

We recommend that the following existing I-15 crossings be widened/expanded as follows as
per the current adopted Lehi City Master Transportation Plan:

June 2008



o 600 Fast overpass needs to be widened to accommodate our master planned road size
for 600 East of 40 feet of asphalt with 6 foot sidewalks.

o 100 East underpass needs to be widened to accommodate our master planned road
size for 100 Bast of 38 feet of asphalt and 62 foot overall ROW width.

o 300 West underpass needs to be widened to accommodate our master planned road
size for 300 West of 48 feet of asphalt and 70 foot overall ROW width.

s  We recommend a néw pedestrian underpass where I-15 crosses Dry Creek that would

accommodate a 10 foot wide trail and the stream channel. The City has a Master Planned
trail and linear park system along Dry Creek. An underpass would allow the trail to continue

.along the creek without major rerouting along surface streets to get across 1-15 and would

preserve a oritical link for the linear park system from east to west across I-15. In order for
the pedestrian underpass to be usable and safe, we recommend that the total width of the
underpass structure, including the area for the trail and the stream channel, be at least 30 feet
wide.

The Utah County trail master plan recommends & trail crossing of I-15 to connect the
Murdock Canal Trail to the Jordan River Parkway somewhere north of SR-92 (final Jocation
has not been determined).

Lehi City and MAG are planning for a regional trail (Historic Southern Rail Trail) along the
rail corridor owned by UTA. This 10 foot wide asphalt trail is currently being planned from
the Lehi/American Fork boundary to the point of the mountain where it will continue north
into Salt Lake County. A study is currently under way for the environmental and preliminary
design of this trail. In order to accommodate this 10 foot wide trail, we recommend the
existing I-15 underpass at US-89 be widened. This trail also needs to be considered with the
widening of 1-15 and reconstruction of the east frontage road at the point of the mountain to
allow a safe trail corridor.

Despite the reference to the “planned” Mountain View Corridor on page 2-39, which is
premature, the interchange located at 2100 North should be sized to accommodate traffic
only from a primary arterial, per the Lehi City Trangportation Master Plan.

It should be noted that most of the information above regarding under and overpass structures was
included in memos sent by our City Staff to the I-15 EIS team on March 29, 2007 and again on
October 31, 2007.

e  Withrespect to the East-West Connector road in Lehi that will tie info I-15 at the American Fork

D-285

Main Street interchange, we recommend that the width of the East West Connector be expanded
t0 a six travel-lane section from I-15 to 300 East. There are several other arterial and collector
class roads that will be feeding into the Easf-West connector between 300 East and I-15
including 700 South, 1900 South and 850 East. It is our opinion that these connecting roadways
will generate a significant additional amount of traffic volume on the East-West Connector, and
that a wider six travel-lane section through this area will be needed.
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o The draft EIS shows three alternatives for the American Fork Main Street interchange. It is our
opinion that if the environmental conditions that exist with option B are able to be resolved, it
would be the best option (this option shows the East-West Connector Road extending straight
east inio American Fork on 200 South and connecting mto a SPUI with the combined railroad
overpass structure adjacent to the SPUI).

s The City has been working with UDOT on a possible location for the Mountain View Corridor to
connect to I-15 at 4800 North. The City strongly supports this option, but there would need to be
a separate underpass installed somewhere south of the 4800 North interchange as we have noted
previously in our comments above. This new underpass would be needed to support local traffic
between the Traverse Mountain & Frank Ghery projects and the west side of the freeway and
also to provide for a treil connection from the Murdock Canal Trail to the Jordan River Parkway.

Thank you for allowing us an opportunity to cornment on the draft I-15 EIS Study. We recognize the
significance and need for the widening and other improvements that are planned for the I-15
corridor, and appreciate the efforts of the I-15 LIS team to move this project forward,

Sincerely,
C Alaciacey %/ ﬁéw/wfsﬂ
Mayof Boward H. Joh ?%
cel Merrell Jolley — Project Manager
UDOT Region Three Headquarters

658 North 1500 West
Orem, Utah 84057

D-286 June 2008
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L S OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

January 10, 2008

Mr. Carlos Machado, MBA
Federal Highway Administration
2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9A
Salt Lake City, UT 84118

Mr. Merrell Jolley, PE

Utah Department of Transporiation
658 North 1500 West

Orem, UT 84057 .

RE: I-15 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) Comments
Dear Carlos and Merrell:

Orem City respectfully submits the following comments for the Utah Departrent of Transportation
(UDOT) I-15 DEIS. Our City staff presented the following comments below to our City Council on
January 8, 2008, with the session opened for public comment, and received unanimous approval by all
Council members. Our City staff has prepared an additional detailed letter (aftached) that explains out
concerns below in greater detail.

1. Many of the I-15 overfunder street crossings may not be wide enough to accommodate Orem
City’s desired future right-of-way widths as adopted by our City Council.

2. We would like to explore an overpass versus an underpass option with the proposed 1200
North roadway crossing.

3. We support full sound walls along the I-15 corridor AND the frontage roads.

4, We support Alternative 4, Option A (800 South Interchange and Frontage Road Systern).
However, we would like a slip ramp to UVSC crossing under University Parkway connecting
to the southem end of the campus drive.

5. 'The new 800 South Interchange alignment west of -15 needs to be shifted finther north in
order to provide additional parking stalls for the proposed Intermodal Center.

6, We request that UDOT provide a relocated railroad crossing for access to the properties along
800 South between the railroad tracks and the west side of 1-15 corridor. We would like the
relocated crossing to connect at the porthern portion of the proposed Intermodal Center site.

56 NORTH STATE STREET  OREM, UTAH 84087  (801) 229-7035 FAX (801) 2297031

D-287 June 2008
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10, 2008

M. Carlos Machado, MBA &
Mr. Merrell Jolley, PE

Page 2

7.

10.

We have concerns about the skewed angle of the proposed 1200 West realignment at Center
Street, the new residential street connections south of Center Street on 1200 West, and the
alignment of Center Street west of 1-15. We would like to explore a more southern alignment
shift of Center Street west of I-15 so the northern properties, including but not limited to 231,
156 and 108, are less impacted by the reconstruction of the interchange.

We have concetns about the 2000 South connections with the proposed frontage road system
being too close to the two existing at-grade railroad crossings west of I-15. We would like to
explore grade separated railroad crossing options with UDOT.

We would like UDOT to reconsider the location of the frontage road access point on Sandhill
Road by possibly moving it further to the north.

Please clarify the future 2030 traffic volumes for Alternative 1 (No-Build) and Alternative 4,
Options A, B, C, and D that are presented in Chapter 2, Sections 2.4 and 2.5. 1t also appears
that future 2030 traffic volumes for Sandhill Road are missing from the report. Please provide
future 2030 Alternative 1 (No-Build) and Alternative 4, Options A, B, C and D traffic
volumes for Sandhill Road from 1740 North to University Parkway.

Please accept these comments into your I-15 DEIS, Orem City appreciates the opportunity to provide
input towards this I-15 reconstruction project. We fully understand that this project is a huge
undertaking for all agencies involved and the benefits of reconstructing I-15 will be of great
significance for Orem City residents.

Sincerely,

O ks

Jerry C. Washburn

Mayor

D-288
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The City of
Provo, Utah

December 13, 2007

Mr. Merrill Jolley, I-15 Corridor EIS Project Manager
UDOT Region Three
658 North 1500 West

Lewis K. Billings Orem, Utah 84057
Mayor i

Mr. Ron Clegg, Project Manager
Parsons Brinkerhoff

488 East Winchester, #400
Murray, Utah 84107

Re:  Comments from the Provo City Administration and Municipal Council
regarding proposed Widening of I-15 through Provo City Limits.

Gentlemen:

During the last several months, Provo City has taken the opportunity to
carefully review the alternatives proposed for improving capacity and function of
[-15 through Utah County and more specifically through the boundaries of our
City. In our estimation, the Project Design Team has done an excellent job in
coordinating not only the state-wide needs and issues, but also the needs of the
various local jurisdictions along the affected corridor.

The website provided by project planners was especially useful and helpful
as we sought to understand and evaluate the various proposals. The time project
planners were willing to spend with us in responding to our questions and issues
was also most helpful and appreciated.

[-15 has been a significant transportation corridor and benefit to all of the
cities in Utah County for the past 50 years, but has also created a significant
barrier for transportation access to both sides of those cities divided when it was
constructed. In order to provide for City traffic circulation in the future and to
accommodate the continuing increases in traffic volumes and congestion, the
following items are a necessity for the plan to be successful:

351 West Center Street
FRONTAGE ROAD SYSTEM - We feel that the frontage road concept
is extremely important in aiding and expediting traffic, not only onto the Interstate
Provo. Utah 84603 north and south, but to help facilitate east and west traffic movement in the City.
o1y 8526100 With the connection of our collector and arterial roads to the frontage road system,

PO. Box 1849

FAX: (801) 852-6107
WWAW. PIOVO.0TE
si"‘a
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UDOT I-15 Corridor KIS
December 13, 2007
Page Two

we will be provided with quicker and more efficient aceess to underpasses along
the freeway. We feel the frontage road system will provide more immediate access
to many residential neighborhoods along its frontage with our boundaries and
eliminate much of the cross traffic that is currently traversing our cities north and
south to a very limited number of interchanges. It will also eliminate traffic that
uses the I-15 corridor now as a collector, thus congesting the main line. This will
aid in dispersing our traffic to the Interstate without unduly concentrating it in
sensitive areas. We strongly urge the adoption of the “Frontage Road System.”
We would have preferred the Frontage Road System to continue through the
University Avenue Interchange, but we recognize the significant expense that
would involve through encroachment into adjacent developments along this
section. The 500 West Underpass will help alleviate some of this need which wili
be addressed later in this review,

CENTER STREET INTERCHANGE - We feel that a Single Point
Urban Interchange will be necessary for an efficient transfer of transportation
between I-15 and our City road network. The current design for the Singie Point
Urban Interchange as shown on the plans will not accomplish this goal. The SPUI
as shown has three signalized intersections which wiil be very difficult to
coordinate and cause additional future unneeded congestion, We would like to see
the frontage road concept taken through the interchange with either braided ramps
or some other means in order to eliminate two of the signalized intersections. We
have noted the comment on Option B that indicates further design wili need to be
done on this interchange and we support this effort.

CENTER STREET VIADUCT REPLACEMENT - Asshownonall of
the interchange drawings, the Center Street Viaduct will be replaced and
significantly widened., This viaduct needs to be replaced as shown. Our opinion
is that this facility should be increased to a seven lane design in order to
accommodate the cast-west flow that currently exists today and to meet future
growth on the west side including the airport.

500 WEST UNDERPASS - The 500 West Underpass is needed to
accommodate our restricted east-west flow. When [-15 1s widened it is likely that
the existing frontage road, on the west side, will be narrowed or eliminated. 500
West must connect both sides that have been separated since the original
construction of 1-15 in the 1960°s. We fully support this concept and commend
the 1-15 Team for their consideration,

D-290 June 2008



UDOT I-15 Corridor EIS
December 13, 2007
Page Three

UNIVERSITY AVENUE INTERCHANGE (WESTERN LEG) - As
the -15 Design Team is aware, Prove City’s and MAG’s long-range plan include
a highway from the University Avenue Interchange (o the Provo City Airport.
This highway will intercept five or six collector and arterial roads on our west
side. Werecognize that the environmental issues are being addressed in a separate
Environmental Impact Statement for the Westside Connector, but emphasize that
when this study is completed and assuming the preferred option could be a
connection to the University Avenue Interchange, Provo would like this
connection included in your plans as final design and funding are arranged for I-
15,

REALIGNMENT OF 820 NORTH INTERSECTING GENEVA
ROAD -1 order to provide Frontage Road access with reasonable grades over the
railroad north of 820 North it was determined by the Design Team that the 820
North connection needs to be relocated with an S’ Bend connecting to 620 North
at Geneva Road rather than the current 820 North at Geneva Road. The 820 North
Underpass will be eliminated. The 820 North alignment at Geneva Road is
undesirable for an intersection and we commend the Design Team for their
approach since the west leg of that intersection goes directly into a residential local
road. Inaddition to providing frontage road access and reasonable grades over the
railroad, this also connects two important arterial roads on our Master Plan for
much better traffic cireulation. Provo City supports this concept and would like
to see it continue through the final development of the project.

IN SUMMARY - As we have evaluated the four options that have been
presented to this point in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Prove City’s
preference is Option B which includes the “Frontage Road,” the Center Street
Viaduct replacement and widening, the SPUI at Center Street and 1-15, the 500
West Underpass under 1-15, and the relocation of 820 North Geneva Road
Intersection to 620 North with the following exceptions. The Single Point Urban
Interchange that is currently conceptual only, needs to be redesigned to
accommodate a single signalized intersection without the signalized intersections
as shown where the frontage roads join. A notation on the drawings that indicates
at University Avenue Interchange, a west leg to the Airport is currently being
studied and if a viable and acceptable environmental alternative is chosen. it will
be included in the I-15 plan during final design and construction. Also we feel
that the Center Street Viaduct in its current five-lane concept will be inadequate
for our future needs and recommend that a seven-lane alternative be adopted.
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UDOT 1-15 Corridor EIS
Decernber 13, 2007
Page Four

We commend the I-15 Design Team for their immense efforts in putting
together a very comprehensive study of the needs and impact to the Utah County
area and Provo City specifically. We have appreciated your willingness to include
our needs and interconnections through this process. We look forward to an
efficient and well designed [-15 Corridor through our County, recognizing this as
the most important corridor in our region.

Sincerely yours,

PROVO CITY CORPORATION

Y
i

e o

J————

] R .
Ny, J'\B e NOWIAA

Billings N George O, Stewart
’ Municipat Council Chair
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AMERICAN FORK CITY
PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT

AMERICAN FORK
T ENGINEERING DIVISION
MEMORANDUM
DATE: January 8, 2008 -
FROM: American Fork City Public Works and Engineering Division oV, %
TO: Merrill Jolley, P.E. Utah Department of Transportation U “ 1 N
Ce Mayor Heber Thompson s &
SUBJECT: WEST MAIN STREET INTERCHANGE

Recently, in conjunction with the I-15 reconstruction Environmental Impact Statement, the City of
American Fork contracted with Hales Engineering to provide a traffic study and recommendations
for the West Main Street Interchange. In the process of that review, Hales Engineering identified
the forecasted traffic for the interchange within the 20-year design window of 45,000 vehicles
per day as per information provided by Parsons Brinkerhoff (PB). The City acknowledges that the
Interstate and Interchange system fall under the purview of the Utah Department of Transportation;
however, as the interchange will greatly effect the function of the adjacent City streets within the
blossoming commercial areas. The City is concerned that the traffic congestion on the
interchange not cause the intersections on the adjacent City streets to lapse into failure. As such,
below are a few points that we would like to discuss further with UDOT relative to the interchange
as the designs continue to progress.

e Adequate lane configuration crossing the interchange: It appears from the concept
drawings in the EIS that there are only two through lanes in each direction across the
interchange. It is our understanding from our fraffic consultants that to pass 45,000
vehicles per day at a Level of Service ‘D" a configuration with three through lanes in each
direction will be required. Previously the City’s understanding has been that the section
would include 7 travel lanes.

* Adequate turning pockets and ramp metering queues: We recognize that this level of
examination may not have been completed at this point; however, we would like to ensure
that the anticipated peak hour queuves in the interchange traffic do not extend into the
adjacent City intersections.

* Vineyard Connector: It is our understanding that the Vineyard Connector traffic is not
included in the 45,000 VPD that has been modeled for the I-15 project. We understand
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the cutrent projected volumes of the Vineyard Connector to be 30,000 ~ 40,000 VPD,
‘We have some concern in regards to the effect of this additional traffic burden on the
level of service of the interchange.

+ Signalization of the adjacent City streets and the Front Runner access road: We would
like to discuss the anticipated signalization of the adjacent City streets and other UDOT
access management resirictions in the area to allow vs 1o adequately plan the City
facilities and to correctly direct development in the area.

s+ TS Interconnect: We assume that the new signals will be incorperated into the existing
UDOT sponsored signal interconnect system that is in place within the City.

We recognize the immense effort that a reconstruction plan with the magnitude of 115 represents
an praise UDOTs efforts in keeping the communities involved in the decision making process.
Thank you for all your help and co-operation with the City. We lock forward to continue working
together toward successful transportation solutions. Please contact us if you have any questions
about ocur comments.
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January 10, 2008

Merrill Jolley

Utah Department of Transportation

658 North 1500 West
Orem, UT 84058

Dear Mr. Jolley:

Enclosed is the Resolution adopted by the American Fork City Council on

Tuesday, January 8, 2008, regarding their preference with regard to the West

Main I-15 Interchange.

Thank you.
Sincerely,

N
Richard M. Colborn
City Recorder

June 2008



RESOLUTION NOQ, 08-01-03R

A RESOLUTION RELATING TO THE PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT OF THE
PROPOSED RECONSTRUCTION OF U. S. INTERSTATE HIGHWAY 15 INCLUDING
THE PROPOSED RECONSTRUCTION THE WEST AMERICAN FORK
INTERCHANGE AND WESTWARD EXTENSION O MAIN STREET TO THE CITY
BOUNDARY, THE RECONSTRUCTION OF THE 500 EAST INTERCHANGE, AND
CERTAIN OTHER IMPROVEMENTS TO INTERSTATE HIGHWAY 15 WITHIN THE
CITY BOUNDARY.

WHEREAS, the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) and Mountainland
Association of Governments (MAGQG) have heretofore identified the need for the reconstruction of
U. 8. Interstate Highway 15 (I-15) to better accommodate the existing and future volume of
traffic using said highway; and

. WHEREAS, as part of the plans for reconstruction, UDOT, MAG and their consultants
have heretofore identified the need for reconstruction of the interchange at West Main and 500
East and other improvements along the portion of I-15 within the boundaries of American Fork
City; and

WHEREAS, the American Fork City Council has heretofore adopted Resolution 07-01-
02R stating the City’s support for the reconstruction of the West American Fork Interchange,
provided the alignment of the extension of Main Street westward from the interchange continued
along the north side of the of the existing railroad right-of-way (the Diamond Option - Option

A); and

WHEREAS, UDOT has now prepared a plan for the West American Fork Interchange
showing a third option (Option C) which Option proposes a Single Point Urban Interchange
(SPUI), but retains the alignment of the West Main Street Extension along the north side of the
railroad right-of-way; and

WHEREAS, American Fork City, with the aid and recommendations of City
Transportation Committee, Planning Commission, City staff and its traffic consultant, Hales
“Engineering, has evaluated Option C and determined that Option C addresses the concerns and
objectives of American Fork City in a manner equal to or better than Option A; and

WHEREAS, UDOT has prepared an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) which
addresses the proposed West American Fork Interchange and other improvements relating to I-15
within Ametican Fork City and has requested comments regarding the various elements of the

Page -1-
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plan(s} for reconstruction.

NOW THEREFORE, THE AMERICAN FORK CITY COUNCIL RESOLVES AS
FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1. West American Fork Interchange - American Fork City hereby
acknowledges the need for the reconstruction of the West American Fork Interchange to better
serve the community, particularly the area located west of I-15, City and has determined that
Option C (Modified SPUI} is the most appropriate alternative (Attachment 1). Provided,
However, that this statement of support specifically applies only to the interchange and the
westward extension of Main Street and specifically excludes and should not be construed as
support for the proposed connection of the Vinevard Connector in the focation shown on
the draft plan.

SECTION 2. East American Fork Interchange - American Fork City hereby
acknowledges the need for reconstruction of the 500 East Interchange and does hereby express its
support of the plan for reconstruction as indicated in the EIS.

SECTION 3. Up-grade of existing underpass structures at 100 East And 300 West -
American Fork City hereby acknowledges the need for reconstruction of the existing 100 East
underpass as shown in the EIS and the realignment and reconstruction of the 300 West underpass
as shown on the EIS and does hereby express its support of the plan for reconstruction in
harmony with the City’s General Plan and cross-section standards.

SECTION 4. Additional Underpass Structure - The American Fork General Plan has
identified the need for and additional underpass structure to accommodate future the north-south
traffic demands that will result from new development in the area located south of the I-15 right-
of~way. Accordingly, the plans for reconstruction of 1-15 should provide for an additional
underpass structure at to be located at 100 West Street or Center Street as recommended by the
City’s General Plan (Attachment 2).

SECTION 5. Interconnection with other Major Traffic Routes - The City Council
hereby acknowledges the need for an additional east-west traffic route to better serve the area
located west of American Fork City, and affirms its support for the reconstruction of the further
extension of the West Main Street and connection into the Lehi 10™ South Arterial, provided the
plans include inter-connecting routes with the proposed Southern Arterial {1500 South /1900
South) and East Lehi Interchange to encourage dispersal of through traffic.

SECTION 6. Existing Park and Ride Facility - Reconstruction of the West American
Fork Interchange will disrupt the function of the existing park and ride facility. This facility
currently operates at or above capacity on normal working days. All further planning for
reconstruction of I-15 and the West American Fork Interchange should include the continuation

Page -2-
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of an adequate park and ride facility.

SECTION 7. Authorization to Support City Position -The City Council does hereby
authorize its members and City staff to represent the policy and positions expressed in this
Resotution as the “position of the City”on the matter in all meetings and communication
regarding the subject, and does hereby instruct the staff to work with UDOT, MAG, adjacent
communities and agencies having responsibility for planning and development of the I-5
Corridor, 10" South Lehi Arterial, and Vineyard Connector in the implementation of the traffic
facilities identified herein and to take such other actions as would tend to support development of
the City’s preferred alternatives.

0 ; P "
Enacted by the City Council of American Fork City this {f’) Day of" /i/ WAL, (‘//’ ,

2008.
A Y. i
Mayor /
ATTEST:
|: r..r; - ) 7 //.' . X
(‘ /fg?’/{,/(..ff-{jg*-q ,(/} 5,{,4_.,-ﬁféf/‘*-"
Gity-Recordedt

(0 T NI L P
z-_._.,.(‘_}ﬂ‘{.\,.(;\_j jy{ CO gl
3 L
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Page 1 of 1

Murray, Pam

_From: ANDREW JACKSON [AJACKSON@mountaintand.org]
lent:  Tuesday, December 18, 2007 3:01 PM

To: Merrell Jolley

Subject: MPQO Comments on |-15
Merrel
The following is a draft of the MPO comments. Let me know if you have concerns
Andrew
I-15 Corridor EIS ¢/o0 PB
488 E. Winchester St., Suite 400
Murray, Utah 84107
January 3rd, 2008
RE: Mountainland Metropolitan Planning Organization Official Comment on the 1-15 Corridor

To Whom it may concern:

Please accept this letter as the Mountainiand Metropolitan Planning Organization's (MMPO) official comment on the 1-15 Corridor
Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

We feel it is important to assure that the final alignment meets in the Purpose and Need of the study. The reconstruction of 1-15
- consistent with the Mountainland Metropolitan Planning Organization’s Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)

The MMPO supports Provo City's request to have a Single-Point Urban Interchange built at Center Street and 1-15.

The MMPO also requests a design for the Orem 800 South interchange that reduces the impact on developable land near the
inter-modal center on the west side of 1-15.

Additionally, the MMPO encourages full cooperation with American Fork City in the design of the Main Street interchange to ensure
compatibility with the City's General Plan,

As always, the MMPO will support the final alignment as identified by the Federal Highway Administration in the Final
Environmental impact Statement and will amend our RTP if need.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Mayor Jerry Washburn, Chair
Regional Planning Committee
Mountainland Metropolitan Planning Organization
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Mr. Carlos Machado, MBA
Federal Highway Administration
2520West 4700 South, Saite %A
Salt Lake City, Utah 84118

- R¥E: 115 Corridor Utah County to Salt Lake County Draft Environmentat Impac,t

Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation, November 2007

Dear Mr. Machado:

We received the I1-15 Cormridor Utah County to Salt Lake County Draft
Environmental Tmpact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation and appreciate the
opportunity to make comments. This project is included in the Wasatch Front

Regional Transportation Plan: 2007-2030, which was adopted in May 2007.

After reviewing the document, we have several conmments:

1. Section 1.5.2.3 Wasatch Front Regional Transportation Plan: 2007-2030, should

include “Provide commuter rail service between Salt Lake and Utah Counties
paratlel to I-157 as this project is in both of the MPO’s Regional Plans. .

2. In general, there are three issues velated to air quzﬂity in Section 3.8 that deserve a
second review before a final EIS is prepared.

a. The 1-howr ozone standard was revoked in June of 2005. Salt Lake County
was formerly a non-attainment area under the 1-hour ozone standard. Salt
Lake and Utah Counties have always been in attainment of the current §-hour
ozone standard. A revision to the 8-hour standard has been proposed but it is
not yet in place and there is still some uncertainty what the standard will be.
It is appropriate to address ozone in the BIS since it will still be an issue for
air quality, but the discussion should be in the context of the proposed
standard revision not the old I-hour standard that no longer applies or the
current 8-hour standard which is being attained. Table 3.8-2 should be
revised to show that Salt Lake County 1s an aftainment area for the current
ozone standard. ' :

b.. A new standard for PMys is in effect and this should be addressed in all
sections of the air quality discussion along with the various other criteria
pollutants that are addressed. EPA final designations have yet to be made but

DS’ Morgaii S Salt Lake" < ‘Tovele s Weber™
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all indications are that the Wasatch Front counties will be non-attainment for
PM; s at the new 35 pg/m’ standard. Where PMys is addressed it would be
helpful to give these sections a separate heading or section nwmber as
appropriate rather than combining PM; 5 with the PMo discussion. This will
assist reviewers who might otherwise mistakenly conclude that PM, s was not
addressed.

¢. The most recent WFRC conformity analysis was prepared in 2007 and is
available on the website. There are a number of citations to WERC®s 2006
conformity analysis. The FIS should reflect the more recent date and the
latest data from the 2007 analysis.

Again thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. We look forward to
future coordination with you, the publication of the Final Environmental document
and consiruction of the project.

Sincerely,

(b

Doug Hattery
Deputy Director
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FACSIMILE TRANSMITTAL SHEET
Tos From:
FSAFLIDS 680 South Otern Neighborhood s
FAX NUMBER: Dates
{801) 262-4303 Tannarzy 10, 2008
COMPANY: TOTAL NO. OF PAGES INCLUDING COVER:
115 £IS Team 4
Subjact
1-15 DEIS Comments

Mopasnt [ FoR REVIEW [} PLEASE COMMENT Tl pLiAsE REPLY 7 preasE PROCRSS

NOTESICOMMENTS:

1-15 DEIS Team:
Astached is a lermer from the 680 South Orem Neighborhood regarding the DEIS 1-15. The
otiginal letter 18 comning by regular mail,

lease send an ernail to rocarpunchO{@msLCOM

1f you need to contact v p

Thank you.
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JAN-10-2008 THU 03:24 PM DOI CUPCA OFFICE

~ FAX NO. 801 379 1208

Carlos Machado

Federal Highway Administration
2520 West 4700 South, Suite 8A
Salt Lake City, Utah 84118

Dear Mr. Machado:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft Environmenta
impact Statement (DEIS), 1-15 Corridor Utah County to Salt Lake County, (FHWA-UT-
£18-07-01-D); Project No. IM.NH-15-6(149) 245E.

Our neighborhood is located at 680 South in Orem adjacent to -15. We would be
impacted by the design options A and C which propose to realign 800 South in Orem
from its present location to a new location directly adjacent to homes along 680 Sauth.
\We have reviewed the pertinent sections of the DEIS that directly affect our
neighborhood and offer the fallowing comments under the autharity of the National
Environmental Policy ACT (NEPA).

Although there are diract impacts to our neighborhoad the DEIS fails to inciude the
B8O South homes withir: the study area. We believe ihis is an oversight and shouid be
corrected. The following are examples of inconsistancies caused by this oversight.

» Soction3.2.3 of the DEIS states the construction of a new interchange at Orem
800 South would have positive impacts on existing social networks and
community cohesion. Thig staternent cannot apply to the 680 South
neighborhood since the area was not includad in the area of study.

« Section 3.3 of the DEIS deals with Environmental Justice and Executive Order
12898, However, the DEIS fails to include the neighborhood of 680 South within
the study limits making it impossible to determine if the Executive Order has
been met.

» Although section 3.3.4.4 suggests there would be no difference between the
level of impacts of the design options, the failure to include the 680 South
neighborhood invatidates this statement.

We request information be provided on discussions between the Utah Department of
Transportation (UDOT) and Utah Valley State College and UDOT and Orem City
regarding the proposed realignment of 800 South in Orem from its present jocation.

Wa request that specific avaluations or studies be conductad in the 680 South
neighbarhood on Noise, Visual, Safety, Minority, Econormic, and Sociceconomic
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resources to determine potential impacts caused by the realignment of 800 South from
its present location. These studies must ke included in the Final EIS.

We request that any impacts to the 680 South neighborhood be identified in the Final
£1S and commitments for full mitigation of those impacts be made in the Final EIS and
Recard of Decision.

Agiain, we appreciate the opportunity to comment and have our concerns fairly
considered.

Sincarely,

The 680 South Neighborhood

Name Address
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This letter represents the collective viewpoint of 12 property owners between 1-15 and Geneva
Road along the south side of 800 South and east side of Geneva Road in Orem. It is our request
that the west-bound 800 South/1-15 interchange road be redirected from its currently designated
location toward the north so that it would run paralle! to 800 South directly over the homes
currently situated on the south side of 800 South. The homes mentioned, and thus impacted, are
owned by the combined authors of this letter,

To Whom it May Concern,

We consolidate the emotion we feel in recommending such a proposal into the following
economically-viable, politically-expedient and fair-minded points. To understand these points,
one must begin with the acknowledgement that there are a multitude of interests impacted by any
placement of this road. These interests at least include the citizen homeowners draffing this
fetter, the City of Orem, Utah Vailey State College, the Utah Transit Authority, and the Utah
Department of Transportation, With such varied interests, could it be possible to propose a
solution that would satisfy each of the parties involved? This is both the intent and, we believe,
the resuit of our proposal.

By moving the road to the north, a contiguous tract of development land would be left to the
south. This large parcel of property borders property owned and operated by Uah Valley State
College. The parcel also borders property currently being sought by the Utah Transit Authority for
the development of an intermodal hub far its upcoming rapid fransit line to Salt Lake City. The
City of Orem wants both the 1~15/800 South Interchange and the UTA Intermodal Hub for its
citizens and for the welfare of the City. The City also wants the transition of Utah Valley State
College into Utah Valley Universty to be supported by its economic development policies. This
large contiguous parcel would aliow for transit-oriented development that would support additional
UVSC student housing, create UTA Intermodal Hub proximity (thus increasing its traffic and use),
and fulfill the intent of the Orem City Councit which, in June of 2007, passed a resolution calling
for fransit-orienfed development on this very parcel of land. Subdividing this contiguous parcel

of fand, as the road currently proposed would do, would destroy a large partion of its otherwise
beneficial use. The remainder of property 1o the south of the proposed road would be insufficient
for the type of development described above. The parcel to the north would also be too small to
suppost viable commercial developrment and wouid strand some of the current residents within
feet of a fiveane interchange road. Moreover, the current road placement would intersect with
Geneva Road, a 50 MPH road, In dangerously close proximity to the current 1000 South

traffic semaphore. Ware the new interchange road to pour onto Geneva Road af roughty 800
South, there would be nearly double the distance for traffic to navigate its way through these two
intersections. Considering the varisty of interests impacted by this decision, we believe that our
proposal preserves the interests of all parties and is thus the most politically-expadient alternative
remaining,

From our meetings over the past months with all parties previously mentioned, we believe that all
can see and accept the benefits associated with our preposed road placement. The two major
impediments to cur proposal would be cost and the impact on potentially historlc properties,
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With respect to cost, an appraisal of the property bordering our land, which is currently owned by
UVSC and being sought for purchase by UTA, estimated the "as-is" value of this R-12

zoned parcel at $350,000 per acre, Our property is identically zoned and touches the appraised
parcel, We believe it safe to assume, as a resuit, that the vaiue of our raw R-12 land i
approximately $350,900 an acre. To purchase the fand necessary to run the road where it is
currently designated, in addition to the purchase of the land and home where the road exits onto
Geneva Road, would be more expensiva than it would be to purchase all of the homes on the
south side of 800 South. These homes were recently appraised aleng with the immediately
surrounding 1/4 acre of ground (roughly the width of the road) at an average of $230,333. The
remaining 3/4 acre of raw R-12 1and behind nearly avery home on 800 South would remain
untouched by our proposed road [ocation. In fact, we just signed a contract including non-
refundable earmnest meney with a commercial developer willing to pay $600,000 per acre for our
land. We believe that upon further analysis of the acquisition cost associated with cur proposat,
that UDOT would find i mare econcimically-viable ta reposition the road to the north,

As for the impact of our proposed road on potentially historic homes, we are currently in
negotiations with the City of Orem fo purchase and raze these homes. In fact, this past week the
City of Orem independently hired an appraiser to assess the value of the potentially historio
properties along 800 South. We have entered into good faith discussions with Mayor Washburn,
City Manager Jim Ream and City Atterney Steve Earl for the purchase of these properties, Were
the City of Orem to decide not to purchase the homes, we have expressed and again express our
intent to remove the homes,

In the end, we are left with a proposal that satisfies the needs of each competing interest holder
which is both politically-expedient and econemically-feasibie. The remaining argument, although
perhaps less legally relevant and persuasive, is an appeal to our shared sense of fair-
mindedness. Many of the homeowners living along 800 South huilt these homes themselves,
They are their original accupants. They have raised families, planted deep roots and intended to
five, refire and die in these homes, The negative impact on these families, to say nathing of the
impact {o the value of their homes, caused by the currently proposed road placement would be
acceptable only if every other alternative had been exhaustively explored. There is no cther
reason to cause some of these families to lose their homes and the remainder to live within such
proximity of a five-lane highway interchange road.

Gladly, there is an alternative; not only an alternative, but a clearly better alternative, We
respectfully submil that our proposal is not merely the right thing to do, but that it also satisfies
UDOT's duty to wisely spend taxpayer funds and its duty to develop and maintain its goodwill with .
municipal and state entities. For the foregoing reasons, we sincerely hope that the road will be
realigned to our proposed location,

Hal J Allen and Mark D. Eddy on behaif of all the residents along 800 South,
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January 9, 2008

lR [_ \C |r H !': ID

Ut : ‘tati JAN 1 0 2008 L
ah Department of Transportation

[-15 Corridor EIS c/o PB Parsons Brinckernoff

488 E. Winchester St., Suite 400 Utan Office

Murray, Utah 84107

We, residents of Deerfield Subdivision in Orem, Utah, are writing regarding the 1200 West
Realignment at Orem Center Street due to the I-15 Corridor project. We hereby formally petition
and request that the proposed neighborhood access road onto 85 South NOT be constructed and
that 40 South be closed off and dead-ended. We do NOT want access from or onto 1200 West
from our neighborhood.

We fear that if these roads are constructed or left open, there will be a great increase in
neighborhood traffic by those wanting to access Gas-N-Go, Trafalga and, especially,
UVSC/UVU, and/or wanting to bypass Center Street, particularly if traffic is backed up at the
proposed light at the future 1200 West intersection.

There are many children in our neighborhood and we fear for their safety, in addition to the other
problems caused by increased neighborhood traffic if such access points were to be left open.
There are two other roads by which we can access our neighborhood: 1000 West and 100 South.

Attached are: (1) the signatures of the neighbors who do NOT want these roads left open, (2) a
corresponding map of their homes according to the number next to their signatures, and (3) our
proposed change to the map draft. We desire to preserve our neighborhood, which we know is of
great concern to the City of Orem and to the State of Utah. We do not feel that this request
impinges on the rights of others or that it will be a hinderment to the movement of traffic through
the City.

We hereby request your assistance in helping us preserve our neighborhood amidst these
changes. Thank you.

Residents of Deerfield Subdivision
Orem, Utah
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